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The preference for the use of employment interviews over other selection measures is
evident in the wide usage, popularity and the vast amount of research on the utility and
psychometric properties of interviews over the last 60 years. Although the vast majority of
interview research has focused on the factors influencing the interviewer's rating and
comparing unstructured to structured interviews formats, little in the way of comparing
structured formats (i.e., the situational interview and patterned behavioral description
interview) has been performed. This researcher addressed this specific concern in regard to
soft-skills in a retail setting. After development of situational and patterned behavioral
description interview questions, the validity of both types of interview questions in
predicting job performance was measured. Both interview formats had good inter-item
and inter-rater reliability. Overall, the situational interview was a better predictor of
current "Customer Service" performance and overall year-end performance than the
patterned behavioral description interview. The situational interview accounted for
significant incremental validity beyond the patterned behavioral description interview for
the overall performance data but not for the current "Customer Service" performance.

viii

Introduction
In the present age of fierce global competition and a dwindling skilled labor
workforce, companies are hard pressed to attract qualified job applicants to fill vacant
positions. One of the most popular selection tools available to recruiters is the
employment interview. As a critical component of most selection systems, the
employment interview is used by virtually every organization, private and public, in the
United States (Latham, Saari, Pursell, & Campion, 1980). In fact, Dipboye reported that
over 70% of organizations in the United States use the unstructured interview in
promotion decisions (cited in Lowry, 1994). In Europe, the percentages are even higher;
close to 90 to 94% of European organizations use interviews for managerial selection.
The Bureau of National Affairs (1988) found that the employment interview is the
selection tool that has the strongest impact on hiring decisions (Friedman & Williams cited
in Adams, Elacqua, & Colarelli, 1994).
Employers continue to use the employment interview because they believe it
attracts candidates and maintains sufficient applicant pools (Diboye cited in Raalston &
Kirkwood, 1995). The employment interview serves two purposes: (a) it enables
employers to identify and choose qualified candidates and (b) it serves as a recruitment
tool, persuading potential employees to work for the organization (Harris, 1989; Rynes,
1989). The employment interview's popularity is entrenched in the benefits it offers over
other traditional selection tools (e.g., application blanks, work sample tests, and
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assessment centers). The interview allows the interviewer to collect and evaluate
information regarding the applicant's values, goals, attitudes, and fit with the
organization's needs (Adams, Elacqua, & Colarelli, 1994). Further, it provides the
interviewer with the opportunity to not only collect work-related skill and experience
information but also to capture a snapshot of the interviewee's personality, interpersonal
skills and communication skills. Because of these benefits, the interview has long enjoyed
acceptance as a selection tool without sufficient consideration for its development,
validity, and possible negative consequences.
Validity Findings for the Employment Interview
The federal courts, however, have given little weight to the interview's face
validity and popularity in the business environment. In Griggs v. Duke Power Company
(1971), the Supreme Court ruled against the use of any test in an organization without
established validity. In addition to the court's findings, Sec. 1607.9 of the 1978 Uniform
Guidelines of Employee Selection Procedures states that:
"under no circumstances will the general reputation of a test of other selection
procedures, its author or its publisher, or casual reports of validity be accepted in
lieu of evidence of validity" (as cited in Arvey & Faley, 1988).
Therefore, the interview, like any other objective or subjective selection tool, must be
validated as a predictor of future job performance, especially in cases where adverse
impact has been demonstrated. Unfortunately, empirical investigations on the predictive
validity of the interview have found the interview at best to be a weak predictor of future
job performance (Arvey, Miller, Gould, & Burch, 1987; Arvey & Campion, 1982; Wright,
Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989).
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Among the first research efforts on the interview was a study in 1915 by Walter
Dill Scott, a founder of industrial psychology. Scott concluded that the predictive validity
of the interview was low (Schultz & Schultz cited in Kennedy, 1994). Hunter and Hunter
(1984) performed a meta-analysis on the interview for selection purposes and concluded
its validity to be . 14. Additional reviews on the validity of the interview found its
predictive validity to be modest at best (Arvey & Campion, 1982; Harris, 1989) and its
incremental validity to be particularly weak (Dipboye as cited in Raalston & Kirkwood,
1995; Campion, Campion, & Hudson, 1994). The researchers concluded that a lack of
standardization (of the processes and procedures used in the development and scoring of
the interview) is a very large contributor to the poor validity findings.
In response to the weak validity associated with interviews, researchers began to
standardize and structure the interview development process. Huffcut and Arthur (1994),
in their meta-analysis of entry-level jobs, found higher validity coefficients associated with
increased interview structure. Campion, Palmer, and Campion (1997, 1998) concluded
that 80 years of personnel research suggests that structuring the interview increases its
reliability, validity, and utility as a selection instrument. Structuring refers to a number of
interview strategies which include conducting job analyses, asking the same questions of
each interviewee, using anchored rating scales (Campion, Pursell, & Brown, 1988;
Cronshaw & Wiesner as cited in Raalston & Kirkwood, 1995). Other typical
standardization processes include the following: (a) ensuring that the interview content is
job-related, (b) evaluating an applicant with a panel of three to five interviewers, (c)
training interviewer's on evaluation procedures and (d) documenting interview meetings.
Though following these standardization procedures might seem a bit stringent, rigid and

4
perhaps even costly, the combined positive effect of these procedures on the predictive
validity on the interview has been well documented.
Structured Interviews
Pursell, M. Campion, and Gaylord (1980) defined the structured interview as a
series ofjob related questions with predetermined answers that are consistently applied
across all interviewees for a particular job. Research indicates that structured interviews
tend to produce higher validity coefficients than unstructured interviews (McDaniel,
Schmidt, & Hunter, 1988; McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994; Wiesner &
Cronshaw, 1988). A meta-analysis performed on structured interview validity found an
estimated validity of .39 (Wright, Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989). Wiesner and Cronshaw
(1988) conducted a meta-analysis of 48 structured interview studies and found a mean
validity of .62. This finding is surprisingly similar to the mean validity of .64 found by the
McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, Hunter, Maurer, and Russell (1987) meta-analysis of 21
structured interview studies. In a meta-analysis of 111 inter-rater reliability coefficients,
Conway, Jako, and Goodman (1995) found the upper limit of validity was estimated at .67
for structured interviews and .34 for unstructured interviews. In summary, researchers
have found that the higher validity coefficients correspond to the more reliable interviews
that use more formal job analysis methods in developing interview questions (Wiesner &
Cronshaw, 1988; McDaniel et al, 1987; Wright, Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989).
Two more popular, reliable structured interview formats are the situational
interview (Latham, 1989) and patterned behavioral description interview (Janz, 1989).
Though both of these interview formats use the critical incident technique as their means
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of job analysis, each interview addresses different types of applicant's behavior (i.e.,
future or past behaviors).
The Critical Incident Technique
The critical incident technique (CIT) origins can be traced back to the work of the
Aviation Psychology Program of the United States Army Air Forces in World War II
(Whetzel & Wheaton, 1997). The technique was first developed and used in a research
study developing the selection and classification procedures for aircrews. The intent of
the study was to determine the cause of high failure rates during pilot training. The
procedure was the first of its kind to focus solely on the detailed observations of human
performance. The end result of this research was a battery of selection tests that resulted
in reduced aircrew trainees' failure rates.
"The critical incident technique consists of a set of procedures for collecting direct
observations of human behavior in such a way as to facilitate their potential usefulness in
problem solving" (Flanagan, 1954, p. 327). An incident is defined as any observable
human behavior or activity that is able to be inferred as occurring. An incident is deemed
critical when its purpose is clear to the observer and the consequences and effect of its
execution are easily understood and interpreted. These incidents reflect behavior that is
necessary to successfully complete a particular job. Typically when the critical incident
technique is used, supervisors or job incumbents are asked to describe incidents they have
observed on the job. Such subject matter experts (SME's) are aware of the aims and
objectives of a given job, frequently observe people performing that function, or are
capable of determining whether the job requirements are being performed satisfactorily.
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The collected information is then used in the development of an interview, job description,
performance appraisal form, or other human resource management tool.
There are four criteria that are used when including a critical incident in a
particular analysis (Flanagan, 1954). First, the general aims of the job activity or a general
statement of the objectives of the job is necessary. This general aim of the activity should
be a brief statement obtained from SMEs which expresses in simple terms the job
objectives on which most people would agree. Unless this brief statement can be obtained
and agreed upon, it will be much more difficult to convey a uniform idea of what the goals
of the activity are. Second, it is important to focus on the aspects of behavior that are
believed to be crucial in formulating a functional description of the activity. These critical
behaviors, or "critical incidents," are defined as extreme behavior, either extremely
effective or extremely ineffective with respect to attaining the general aims of the activity.
Critical incidents need to include information about the place, the persons, the conditions,
and the activities that occurred during the incident. Third, one must determine whether
the cited behavior is relevant to the general aim of the activity. Those incidents not
meeting this criteria are excluded from subsequent steps. Fourth, a decision is made about
the importance of the effect of the observed incident on the general aim. In other words,
does the incident make a significant contribution, either positively or negatively, to the
general aim of the activity? Flanagan advised using only those incidents that have passed
all these criteria in the development of future performance appraisal criteria or interview
questions.
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Situational Interview
Latham (1980) developed the situational interview (SI) utilizing the critical
incident technique. Using a technical job (i.e., entry-level factory workers and supervisors
in a Northwestern sawmill), Latham found the situational interview to be a reliable and
valid predictor of future job success. Interobserver reliability was between .70 and .79;
validity coefficients were between .30 and .46 for the concurrent design and between .33
and .39 for the predictive design.
The situational interview is based upon Locke's goal setting theory (Latham,
1989), which states that individuals consciously try to attain intended goals or future
objectives. The underlying belief of the situational interview is that people's intentions are
related to their behavior and that these intentions are, in part, determined by their past
behavior (Latham & Saari, 1984). The intentions are immediate, but not necessarily the
primary regulators of future human behavior (Locke & Latham, 1990).
When constructing a situational interview, a job analysis is conducted using the
critical incident technique. Critical incidents are elicited from subject matter experts
(SMEs). Each critical incident should address the following three questions: (a) What are
the circumstances surrounding this specific incident? What was the background or
context? (b) What exactly did this individual do that was so effective or ineffective? What
was his/her observable behaviors? (c) How is this incident an example of effective or
ineffective behavior? (Latham & Wexley, 1977). These critical incidents are then
developed into items for the situational interview. For example, in a dilemma situation of
"What would you do if. ..", each interviewee is asked how he/she would respond to the
situation. Typically this situational dilemma forces interviewees to state their intentions as
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to what they would do in the various job situations. As a means of evaluating the
interviewee's response, a scoring guide is developed with behavioral anchors depicting
examples of good and poor behavioral responses to the situation. The scoring guide
facilitates agreement between the panel of interviewers. An example of a situational
interview from Latham (1989) is given below.
You are in charge of truck drivers in Philadelphia. Your colleague is in charge of
truck drivers 800 miles away in Atlanta. Both of you report to the same person.
Your salary and bonus are affected 100% by your costs. Your buddy is in
desperate need of one of your trucks. If you say no, your costs will remain low and
your group will probably win the Golden Flyer award for the quarter. If you say
yes, the Atlanta group will probably win this prestigious award because they will
make a significant profit for the company. Your boss is preaching costs, costs,
costs, as well as cooperation with one's peers. Your boss has no control over
accounting who are the score keepers. Your boss is highly competitive, he or she
rewards winners. You are just as competitive, you are a real winner! What would
you do in this situation? (p. 172)
Scoring Key:
(1 point)
I would go for the award. I would explain the circumstances to my buddy
and get his/her understanding.
(3 points)

I would get my boss's advice.

(5 points)

I would loan the truck to my buddy. I'd get recognition from my boss and
my buddy that I had sacrificed my rear-end for theirs. Then I'd explain the
logic to my people.
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In addition to Latham's earlier research, another study conducted on the situational
interview found concurrent validity coefficients ranging from .30 to .46, and predictive
validity coefficients ranging from .14 to .45 (Latham, 1989). Other researchers have
found validity estimates for the situational interview ranging from .14 to .46, with a mean
validity, weighted by sample size, of .28 (Latham et al., 1980; Latham & Saari, 1984;
Robertson, Gratton, & Rout, 1990; Weekley & Gier, 1987). In addition, situational
interviews have demonstrated high inter-observer reliability, but no empirical evidence that
they eliminate or minimize common rating errors (Wright, Lichtenfels, & Pursell, 1989).
Finally, Maurer, and Fay (1988) found that the inter-rater reliability of applicant
acceptance is higher using the situational interview format than any other interview
format.
Patterned Behavioral Description Interview
Another interview format, the patterned behavioral description interview (PBDI)
also uses the critical incident technique. The PBDI is also known as the "experiencebased" interview (Pulakos & Schmitt, 1995). In developing the PBDI, first, a job analysis
is conducted using the critical incident technique to determine the most important tasks
and duties of the job. Subject matter experts (SMEs) are asked to provide: (a) the
circumstances, background, and context surrounding the specific incident, (b) the specific
actions and observable behaviors taken by the individual that were either effective or
ineffective, and (c) the end result, which is essentially a determination if the individual's
action was an example of effective or ineffective behavior. Once the critical incidents are
generated and sorted into similar groupings, the incidents are examined for a central theme
or performance dimensions. After the performance dimensions have been determined,
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PBDI interview questions are formed. The typical format is "What from your past
experiences would be an example o f . . ."
The focus of the PBDI is on an applicant's past performance as the primary
predictor of job performance. PBDIs are based on the premise that past behaviors will
predict future behaviors (Ghiselli, 1966; Janz, 1982; Orpen, 1985). Therefore, applicants
who have performed successfully on past jobs are expected to be successful performers on
the new job. Of course, the greater the similarity between past work activities and those
required by the new job, the more confident the interviewer may be in his or her
generalizations.
Research investigating the validity of PBDI has found validity estimates ranging
from .48 to .61, with a mean, weighted by sample size, of .55 (Janz, 1982; Pulakos &
Schmitt, 1995).
In examining the inter-rater reliability of the PBDI, Motowidlo et al. (1992) found an
inter-rater reliability estimate of .64 (n=37). In summary, the situational interview and
patterned behavioral description interview have both received support as valid predictors
of job performance due to their established validity and reliability estimates. Little research
comparing and contrasting the predictive validity of these two interview formats has been
performed.
Existing Research Comparing SI versus PBDI
The majority of interview research to date has focused on either the structured
interview format, the unstructured interview format or the factors that might influence an
interviewer's ratings. In comparing the SI to the PBDI, a meta-analysis performed by
McDaniel et al. (1994) found that the situational interview had higher mean validity (.50)
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than did past experienced-based interviews (.39) for predicting job performance criteria.
Only one other study has compared and contrasted the predictive validity of situational
interview versus the patterned behavioral description interview (Pulakos & Schmitt,
1995). Participants answered both experience-based and situational interview questions.
The researchers found that the experience-based interview questions yield higher validity
coefficients than situational interviews. Latham and Sue-Chan (1997) discussed a number
of methodological concerns of the Pulakos and Schmitt study. Since the raters in the
Pulakos and Schmitt study gave dimensional ratings based on responses to multiple
questions, Latham and Sue-Chan made the argument that the raters were giving global
ratings rather than specific ratings to each situational interview question. In so doing, the
raters may have subjected the global ratings to ratings errors such as leniency and halo
error, since they were evaluating several questions simultaneously.
Some researchers have suggested that the content of the two differing interview
formats might not be so different after all. In comparing the two structured interview
formats, Latham and Saari (1984) found a correlation of .47 between situational questions
and questions based on past experiences. Therefore, the difference between the two styles
might not be as substantial as initially thought.
Other methodological limitations often raised with interview research are the small
sample sizes used, the lack of field studies, and the use of college students as interviewers.
Two other methodological issues that particularly concern researchers in making selection
interviewing decisions are (a) the generalizability of findings from student interviewers to
professional or managerial interviewers and (b) the generalizability of selection decisions
based on paper resume information to those based on actual interview data (Singer, 1988).
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Though these limitations are warranted, the results of previous research findings, in many
cases, have been confirmed by subsequent studies.

Present Study
This researcher investigated which structured interview format, the situational
interview (SI) or the patterned behavioral description interview (PBDI), was the better
predictor ofjob performance. The study took place in a large independent home retailer
located in southeastern Pennsylvania. This home retailer has been family-owned for five
generations and has eclipsed 110 years of operations. The main reason for its continued
success and prosperity is the company's focus on achieving and delivering exceptional
customer service to each and every customer. This goal is driven and instilled in
employees during a week long orientation period which addresses the company's values,
climate, and mission statement to:
"Grow as a Community Oriented Merchant by Efficiently Providing Outstanding
Customer Service through the Positive Contributions of each Individual within our
Family".
The company's current selection system included an application blank, an initial phone
interview with the Human Resource Director, a second on-site interview with the Human
Resources Director, and a final on-site interview with Chief Executive Officer (CEO).
The current selection process is very time intensive and cumbersome. The company has
expressed a need for a better selection tool that will not only provide job relevant
information but also involve greater participation and input from the department
managers. The following study addressed this need.
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The following hypothesis was tested:
Hypothesis: The situational interview will be a better predictor of future job
performance than will the patterned behavioral description interview.

Method
Participants
Participation in the study was voluntary, but every effort was made to get all
employees to cooperate. The participants in this study were 56 females and 48 males
employed full-time and part-time at the Estate of Geo. S. Snyder's, Inc., a large family
owned home improvement retailer in Southeastern Pennsylvania. The sample was 46%
male and 54% female. The mean age of the sample was 43 years old with a standard
deviation of 15 years and the median age was 45. Out of the 104 participants, 25% of the
participants reported their age to be between 16 and 30 years old, 28% reported their age
to be between 31 and 45 years old, 39% reported their age to be between 46 and 60 years
old, and 10% reported their age to be between 61 and 80 years old. The median length of
time on the job was 53 months. Sixty-seven percent reported having a high school diploma
only, 13% reported having an Associate degree or 2 years of undergraduate college
experience, 14% reported having a Bachelors degree, and 1% reported having a Masters
degree.
Design
A concurrent validation study was conducted using interview data that was
collected from job incumbents and correlated with archival and current performance
appraisal data. The dependent variable was the performance appraisal data normally
collected from employees at the retail firm. The independent variables were the ratings of
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employees on the customer service scale developed in the study. Two independent
variables will be compared: the scores on the situational question and the scores on the
pattern behavioral description question. All variables were ordinal measures.
Procedure
Overview of procedure. The study consisted of seven steps. In step one, the
critical incidents were generated by the first group of subject matter experts (SMEs).
During step two, the critical incidents were edited by the researcher and two analysts and
the sub-dimensions of "Customer Service" were determined. In step three, a second
group of SMEs retranslated the critical incidents back into the sub-dimensions of
Customer Service and evaluated for effectiveness. In step four, behaviorally anchored
rating scales (BARS) were developed from the selected critical incidents. In step five, the
situational and patterned behavioral description interview questions were derived from the
selected critical incidents. In step six, the interview questions were distributed in a
questionnaire to the sample. Finally in step seven, the recollected interview questions were
scored against the BARS by a panel of raters and correlated with the performance data.
Development of the critical incidents. The first step in the development of the
situational instrument and the pattern behavioral description questions was to use the
critical-incident technique in a workshop format (Flanagan, 1954). This critical incident
workshop was conducted with twenty-four subject matter experts (SMEs), including
employees and managers. These SMEs were handpicked by the Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) on the following criteria: exceptional customer service and selling skills, length of
experience, subject matter expertise (i.e., serving as a departmental trainer/mentor and/or
manager) and availability to participate in this workshop. The selected SMEs were asked
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for their cooperation and participation in the workshop. The intent of the workshop was
to generate specific sub-dimensions that define "Customer Service."
During the four-hour workshop, the subject matter experts received the informed
consent form and were instructed on the intent of the workshop as well as the critical
incident technique. The SMEs were instructed to write critical incidents that described
instances of ineffective and effective job performance in terms of customer service. These
reports were to be based upon actual situations that the subject matter expert did or saw
someone else do within the past six months. The SMEs were instructed to record the
circumstances leading up to the incident, what actions were taken by the job holder, and
the outcome of those actions within each critical incident description.
Editing the critical incidents and determining the sub-dimensions. After the
workshop, the incidents were collected, examined, and edited for detail by the researcher
and two analysts. The researcher and two analysts independently sorted the incidents into
sub-dimensions of Customer Service. A consensus decision was made on the specific subdimensions of Customer Service and the subsequent classification of each incident into its
relevant sub-dimension of Customer Service. The sub-dimensions of Customer Service
were: initiative/follow-through, problem resolution/creative problem solving,
communication and interpersonal skills, quality assurance/accuracy/efficiency, and product
knowledge.
Retranslation of the critical incidents. A second group of thirty-eight pre-selected
SMEs was used for the retranslating phase of the critical incident technique. These SMEs
received an informed consent form, a list of the sub-dimensions of "Customer Service,"
and randomly ordered notecards, each having one incident on it. Each SME
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independently placed the critical incidents into the corresponding sub-dimension they felt it
best described and then rated the incident on a seven point effectiveness rating scale ("1" =
not effective at all, "4" = moderately effective, and "7" = highly effective).
Development of the behavioral anchored rating scale (BARS). After all the SMEs
evaluated each critical incident, the experimenter collected their ratings. Following the
BARS procedure detailed in Muchinsky (1990), the experimenter calculated the
percentage of analysts who placed the critical incident in the same dimension and the mean
effectiveness ratings and standard deviation for each critical incident. An incident was
classified as being successfully retranslated when seventy percent of the raters reassigned
the incident back to the dimension from which it originated. Any incident failing to achieve
this seventy percent retranslation cutoff was excluded from subsequent analysis. Following
Muchinsky, all critical incidents with a standard deviation higher than 1.50 were discarded
due to a lack of agreement among the raters on the incident's effectiveness. Critical
incidents with low standard deviations and with low, medium, and high mean ratings were
used in the development of the interview instruments and behavioral anchored scoring
guide. The BARS were made up of critical incidents that passed the retranslation and
standard deviation criteria. BARS are a series of scales listed vertically (one for each subdimension) and anchored by the incidents from the retranslation exercise. Each incident is
located along the scale consistent with its rating (Schwab, Heneman, & DeCotiis, 1975).
The BARS are included as Appendix F.
Interview instrument development. Of those incidents used in the BARS, one
incident was selected per sub-dimension of "Customer Service." Based upon this incident,
a scenario was created for both the situational and patterned behavioral description
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interview. Both scenarios were based on the same incident but written in the style
appropriate to the format. The situational and patterned behavioral description interview
questions are included as Appendix E.
Administration of the interview questions. The scenarios for the situational and
patterned behavioral description interviews were then administered to the participants in a
questionnaire format along with an informed consent form. The questionnaire format was
used because it is relatively inexpensive and less time intensive than the traditional
interview format. Flanagan (1954) suggested the use of the questionnaire format when
administering the interview questions to a large group. Further, in situations where the
observers are motivated to read the instructions carefully and answer conscientiously, the
questionnaire technique produces similar results to the traditional interview method
(Flanagan, 1954). Participants were instructed to complete the interview instrument and
informed consent form and put their completed information in the collection boxes in the
back office. Further, the interviewees were given the opportunity to withdraw from the
study at any time. Finally, all participants were debriefed about the study's intent and
findings following the completion of data analysis and presentation of the findings to Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) and Training Coordinator.
Interviewer Ratings. A panel of three judges (i.e., the Training Coordinator,
Payroll Clerk, researcher) independently evaluated each candidate's responses to the
interview questions. The interviewee's qualitative responses were evaluated against the
anchors of the BARS. Mean score ratings for each of the interview questions were then
computed. By using three judges, a measure of inter-rater agreement was obtained.
Wiesner and Cronshaw (1988) found that panel interviews were more reliable than an

20
individual interview because multiple independent ratings are collapsed into a composite.
Previous research has demonstrated that the use of multiple raters will decrease the
probability of rater bias and facilitate objective evaluation (Daniel & Valencia, 1991;
Gabris & Rock, 1981). The inter-rater reliability was determined for both types of
questions (i.e., situational and patterned behavioral description). Further, a mean will be
generated for each interview question and a composite score for the situational and
patterned behavioral description questions as a whole.
Predictor
There are two predictors. One is the applicant's composite situational interview
score; the other is the pattern behavioral description interview score.
Criterion
The criterion is the applicant's year-end performance appraisal (see Appendix A).
The company's current year-end review is comprised of quantitative information. Each
employee's performance is evaluated on an eight-point rating scale on fourteen
performance dimensions. Although an eight-point scale is specified, the numbers are
effectively grouped into five categories (1) (2-3) (4-5) (6-7) and (8). The scale was
treated as an ordinal five-point scale. Each dimension was given an overall rating. The
performance dimensions of Quality of Work, Emotional Control/Energy Level, Efficiency,
Confrontation, Communication, and Interpersonal Skills were hypothesized to be most
closely related to customer service. Each of these sub-dimensions will be examined
separately to see their relationship to the customer service measures.
Since many of the year end performance ratings were missing, it became necessary
for the purposes of this study to collect current performance measures on every employee
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from his/her manager. Therefore, each manager rated each of their subordinates on the
BARS dimensions of initiative, problem solving, communication and interpersonal skills,
quality assurance, and product knowledge.

Results
Descriptive Statistics of Dependent Measures
The mean and standard deviation for each dependent variable are presented in
Table 1 (i.e., year-end performance appraisal dimensions) and Table 2 (i.e., the BARS
dimensions). In summary, the majority of ratings for job incumbents on the year-end
performance appraisals were between 3.54 and 4.16, which were the equivalent of solid
and outstanding performance ratings. There was year-end performance appraisal data on
105 current and former employees. Fifty-five current employees had complete year-end
performance appraisal data at the time of the study.
The majority of ratings for job incumbents on the BARS dimensions were between
5.28 and 5.59, which represented above average performance ratings on the seven-point
scales. Fourteen participants who had BARS performance data chose not to participate in
this study. The normalcy, linearity, and homostaticity of the year-end performance ratings
and BARS ratings were examined on scatterplots of the raw data. Though there seemed to
be a restriction of range, no corrections or elimination were made.
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics of Year-End Performance Appraisal Dimensions
Measure

Number of
Respondents
105

Mean

Standard Deviation

3.85

.60

Efficiency

105

3.66

.65

Decision Making

99

3.66

.65

Initiative/Creativity

105

3.75

.65

Planning and Organization

103

3.74

.66

Job and Company Knowledge

105

3.92

.69

Adapting to and Implementing Change

105

3.78

.64

Emotional Control and Energy Level

105

3.77

.68

Delegation

66

3.55

.61

Confrontation

90

3.54

.64

Leadership

87

3.74

.65

Communication

105

3.80

.63

Personal Grooming/Image

105

4.16

.68

Interpersonal Skills

105

3.96

.62

Quality of Work
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics of the BARS Dimensions
Measure

Number of
Respondents
119

Mean

Standard Deviation

5.58

1.01

Problem Resolution/Creative Problem
Solving

119

5.54

.88

Communication/Interpersonal Skills

119

5.28

.89

Quality Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency

119

5.59

1.00

Product Knowledge

119

5.57

1.05

Initiative/Follow Through

Correlation between Dependent Measures
As mentioned earlier, since there were a limited number of participants in the
sample who had year-end performance appraisal data, a second criterion, the manager's
BARS rating on current job performance, was needed. Bivariate correlations between the
dependent variables were calculated to determine the extent the variables were assessing
the same construct labeled customer service. The correlation coefficients for the year end
performance dimensions and the BARS dimensions may be found in Table 3. The
correlation coefficients for between BARS dimensions may be found in Table 4.
All BARS dimensions were highly inter-correlated (p < .01). Only three year-end
performance dimensions were not significantly correlated with one or more BARS
dimension; those dimensions were decision making, delegation, and confrontation.
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Table 3
Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Variables
Scale

BARSInitiative

BARSProblem
Solving
Year-End Performance Dimensions

BARSCommunication/
Interpersonal

BARSQuality
Assurance

BARSProduct
Knowledge

BARSComposite

Quality of
Work

.21
(67)

.31*
(67)

.21
(67)

.26*
(67)

.08
(67)

.26*
(67)

Efficiency

.34**
(67)

.29*
(67)

.20
(67)

.36**
(67)

.16
(67)

.33**
(67)

Decision
Making

.14
(65)

.13
(65)

.24
(65)

.22
(65)

.05
(65)

.20
(65)

Initiative/
Creativity

.31**
(67)

.31*
(67)

.26*
(67)

.40**
(67)

.22
(67)

(67)

Planning and
Organization

.29*
(67)

.30*
(67)

.08
(67)

.28*
(67)

.19
(67)

.28*
(67)

Job and
Company
Knowledge
Adapting to
and
Implementing
Change

.27*
(67)

.22
(67)

.31*
(67)

.27*
(67)

.24*
(67)

32**

.17
(67)

.24*
(67)

.16
(67)

.13
(67)

.01
(67)

.17
(67)

Emotional
Control and
Energy Level

.35**
(67)

.30*
(67)

.31*
(67)

.38**
(67)

.13
(67)

.36**
(67)

Delegation

.14
(43)

.17
(43)

.19
(43)

-.04
(43)

.04
(43)

.15
(43)

Confrontation

.19
(60)

.19
(60)

.25
(60)

.12
(60)

.03
(60)

.19
(60)

* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

(67)
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Table 3 (con't)
Correlation Coefficients for the Dependent Variables
Scale

BARSInitiative

BARSProblem
Solving
Year-End Performance Dimensions

BARSCommunication/
Interpersonal

BARSQuality
Assurance

BARSProduct
Knowledge

BARS^~
Composite

Leadership

.20
(54)

.29*
(54)

.03
(54)

.24
(54)

.10
(54)

.22
(54)

Communication

.35**
(67)

.34**
(67)

.22
(67)

.28*
(67)

.04
(67)

.30*
(67)

Personal
Grooming/
Image
Interpersonal
Skills

.33**
(67)

32**
(67)

.22
(67)

.26*
(67)

.13
(67)

.31*
(67)

.41**
(67)

.40**
(67)

.25*
(67)

39**
(67)

.18
(67)

.40**
(67)

Year-End
.36**
.36**
.28*
Performance
(67)
(67)
(67)
Composite
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.35**
(67)

.16
(67)

37**
(67)
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As shown in Table 4, the BARS dimensions were highly correlated with each
other, suggesting the dimensions are measuring the same general construct of customer
service. The high correlations between the BARS dimensions could also be an indicator
of managers possibly demonstrating halo effect when making ratings on each of the
separate dimensions.
The strong coefficient alphas suggest that range restriction in the sample is not
problematic. Coefficient alpha is correlation-based; restriction of range in job performance
would be expected to attenuate these correlations in addition to validity coefficients (Raju,
Edwards, & LoVerde, 1985). That pattern was not found. Therefore, since there is no
unrestricted performance data to compare against, the magnitude of the correlation-based
measures of internal consistency suggests that range restriction is not a serious problem.
Table 4
Correlation Coefficients for the BARS Dimensions
Scale

BARS- Initiative

BARSInitiative
—

BARSProblem
Solving
.67**
(119)

BARS- Problem
Solving

.67**
(119)

BARSCommunication/
Interpersonal Skills

.61**
(119)

.65**
(119)

BARS - Quality
Assurance

.80**
(119)

.68**
(119)

BARSCommunication
/Interpersonal
.61**
(119)

BARSQuality
Assurance
.80**
(119)

BARSProduct
Knowledge
.61**
(119)

BARSComposite

.65**
(119)

.68**
(119)

.54**
(119)

.83**
(119)

.59**
(119)

.52**
(119)

79**
(119)

70**
(119)

90**
(119)

.59**
(119)

BARS - Product
.61**
.54**
.52**
(119)
(119)
Knowledge
(119)
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

70**
(119)

.88**
(119)

.81**
(119)
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Reliability of the Year-End Performance Scale
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for each dependent variable (i.e., the year-end
performance dimensions and the manager's BARS ratings). The results of the reliability
analyses are presented in Tables 5 and 6.
In summary, the reliability coefficients for the year end performance dimensions
ranged from .91 to .99. The overall reliability for the entire year-end performance
appraisal scale was .99 (see Table 5). Since the year-end performance dimensions were
highly correlated with each other and the entire scales had such a high reliability, a
composite mean score was calculated for the entire scale for each participant. The
composite score as well as the separate ratings on each performance appraisal dimension
were used in subsequent data analyses.
Table 5
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients for the Year-End Performance Scale
Scale

Number
of Items

Number
of Cases

Mean of
the Scale

Alpha

3.86

SD of
the
Scale
.52

Year-End Performance Composite

14

55

Quality of Work

5

105

3.85

.60

.93

Efficiency

3

105

3.66

.65

.95

Decision Making

2

99

3.66

.65

.99

Initiative/Creativity

5

105

3.74

.65

.97

Planning and Organization

3

103

3.74

.66

.95

Job and Company Knowledge

2

105

3.92

.69

.91

.98
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Table 5 (con't)
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients for the Year-End Performance Scale
Scale

Number
of Items

Number
of Cases

Mean of
the Scale

Alpha

3.78

SD of
the
Scale
.64

Adapting to and Implementing
Change

2

105

Emotional Control and Energy Level

6

105

3.77

.68

.98

Delegation

3

66

3.55

.61

.95

Confrontation

4

90

3.54

.64

.98

Leadership

6

87

3.74

.65

.96

Communication

5

105

3.80

.63

.98

Personal Grooming/Image

5

105

4.16

.68

.98

Interpersonal Skills

4

105

3.96

.62

.99

.95
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Reliability Coefficients for the BARS Dimensions
There was only one rating made on each BARS dimension, thus an assessment of
reliability for the separate BARS dimensions could not be computed. Since the BARS
dimensions are highly correlated with each other and have good reliability, a composite
mean score was calculated on the entire BARS for each participant. The reliability for the
composite BARS was .90 (see Table 6).
Table 6
Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Coefficients for the BARS Dimensions
Scale

Number
of Items

Number
of Cases

Mean of
the Scale

BARS Composite

5

119

5.50

SD of
the
Scale
.82

Initiative/Follow Through

1

119

5.58

1.01

—

Problem Resolution/Creative Problem
Solving

1

119

5.54

.88

—

Communication/Interpersonal Skills

1

119

5.28

.89

—

Quality
Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency

1

119

5.59

1.00

—

Product Knowledge

1

119

5.57

1.05

—

Descriptive Statistics of the Independent Measures
The mean and standard deviation for each independent variable are presented in
Table 7. Overall, the mean ratings on the interview instrument ranged from 5.13 to 5.76
on the patterned

Alpha

.90
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behavioral description interview (PBDI) and 4.84 to 5.15 on the situational interview (SI).
The composite PBDI mean was 5.26 (SD = .84). The composite SI mean was 4.90 (SD =
.87).
Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Independent Measures
Measure

Number of
Respondents
Patterned Behavioral Description Interview (PBDI)

Mean

Standard Deviation

Question #1 - Initiative

92

5.76

.97

Question #2 - Problem Solving

90

5.33

.94

Question #3 - Communication and
Interpersonal Skills

86

5.13

.85

Question #4 - Quality Assurance

83

5.24

.87

Question #5 - Product Knowledge

89

5.23

1.07

Patterned Behavioral Description
Composite

99

5.26

.83

Question #8 - Initiative

92

4.96

.88

Question #7 - Problem Solving

99

5.15

1.01

Question #6 - Communication and
Interpersonal Skills

98

4.90

.83

Question #9 - Quality Assurance

91

4.84

1.08

Question #10 - Product Knowledge

88

4.86

.98

Situational Composite

103

4.90

.87

Situational Interview (SI)
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Correlation Coefficients for the Independent Variables
Bivariate correlations between the independent variables were calculated and are
presented in Table 8. As stated earlier, the PBDI and SI were highly correlated with each
other (p < .01), providing further evidence that the instruments are measuring the same
construct, customer service.
Table 8
Correlation Coefficients for the Independent Variables
Scale

SIInitiative

SIProblem
Solving
.38**
(88)

SICommunication/
Interpersonal
.45**
(87)

SIQuality

SI- Product
Knowledge

SI
Compos

.51**
(80)

.51**
(76)

.57**
(91)

PBDI-Initiative

.56**
(83)

PBDI- Problem
Solving

47**

.50**
(86)

49**

49**

.60**
(77)

.59**
(89)

PBDICommunication
and Interpersonal
Skills

39**

.45**
(85)

.60**
(83)

4g**

(78)

.54**
(75)

.61**
(86)

(82)

(80)

(85)

(80)

PBDI- Quality

.42**
(78)

47**

(82)

.61**
(82)

.66**
(79)

.65**
(76)

.68**
(83)

PBDI- Product
Knowledge

.45**
(82)

.55**
(86)

.67**
(86)

.65**
(81)

.63**
(78)

.67**
(89)

.52**
.57**
.68**
(88)
(94)
(93)
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.65**
(86)

70**

72**
(98)

PBDI Composite

(83)
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Reliability of the Independent Measures
Cronbach's alpha was calculated for each independent variable (i.e., the interview
items and the overall composites). The results of the reliability analyses are presented in
Table 9. The reliability of the patterned behavioral description interview was equivalent to
that of the situational interview questions (i.e., .91 versus .90).
Table 9
Reliability Coefficients for Independent Measures
Scale
Patterned Behavioral Description
Composite

Number
of Items
15

Number
of Cases
73

Mean of
the Scale
5.27

SD of
the Scale
.84

Alpha

15

80

4.90

.85

.88

Situational Composite

.89

Inter-rater Reliability of the Independent Measures Scales
An estimate of inter-rater reliability was calculated for both the patterned
behavioral description and situation interview (see Table 10). Following the procedure for
calculating inter-rater reliability by Tesser (1995), bivariate correlations were calculated
between rater 1 and rater 2, rater 1 and rater 3, and rater 2 and rater 3. The correlations
were found to be tn = .44 , ri3 = .54, and r23 = .52 . The average correlation was then
calculated (r = .50) and inserted into the Spearman-Brown formula. The inter-rater
reliability was an acceptable .75, allowing for the averaging of the three rater's scores into
one aggregate score for each dimension.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics and Inter-rater Reliability Coefficients for Independent Measures
Scale

Number
of
Raters
3

Number
of Cases
440

5.27

.84

.68

PBDI - Initiative

3

92

5.56

.98

.74

PBDI - Problem Solving

3

90

5.34

.94

.68

PBDI- Communication and
Interpersonal Skills

3

86

5.16

.83

.55

PBDI- Quality

3

83

5.24

.89

.61

PBDI- Product Knowledge

3

89

5.25

1.06

.76

Situational Composite

3

467

4.90

.85

.67

SI- Initiative

3

92

4.96

.90

.63

SI- Problem Solving

3

99

5.16

1.00

.75

SI- Communication and
Interpersonal Skills

3

98

4.90

.82

.52

SI- Quality

3

91

4.83

1.08

.76

SI- Product Knowledge

3

88

4.86

.96

.66

Patterned Behavior Description
Composite

Mean of
SD of
the Scale the Scale

Correlation
(r)
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Correlations between Independent and Dependent Measures
Bivariate correlations between the independent and dependent variables were
calculated (see Tables 11 through 15). As shown in Table 11, the situational interview
had a higher correlation with both overall performance (i.e., .36 versus .21) and current
"Customer Service" performance (i.e., .28 versus .22) than did the patterned behavioral
description interview. Therefore, for both criteria, the SI displayed better predictive ability
than did the PBDI. All correlations except for the PBDI and the year-end performance
data were significant beyond the .05 level (1-tailed). Since both predictors were
administered to the same sample, multiple regression analyses were employed to determine
whether the SI demonstrated significant incremental validity over the PBDI. The SI
displayed significant predictive ability beyond that accounted for by the PBDI for the yearend performance but not for "Customer Service" performance as measured on the BARS
(F = 6.16, p < .05 for year-end performance data; F = 3.75, p > .05 BARS criterion.) The
statistical formulas used to conduct these analyses were taken from Stone-Romero and
Anderson (1994).
Table 11
Correlation Coefficients between Patterned Behavioral Description and Situational
Interview and the Composite Criteria
Criteria

PBDI Composite

SI Composite

Year-End Composite

.21
(51)

.36**
(54)

BARS Composite

.22*
(99)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.28**
(103)
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As shown in Table 12 below, only the patterned behavioral description interview
items addressing initiative and communication and interpersonal skills were significantly
correlated with some of the year-end performance appraisal dimensions (i.e., efficiency,
initiative/creativity, planning and organization, and job/company knowledge).
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Table 12
Correlation Coefficients between Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items and
the Year-End Performance Dimensions

Dependent
Measure
Quality of
Work

Initiative
.19
(48)

Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items
Problem Communication Quality
Product
Solving
/Interpersonal
Knowledge
-.01
.14
.06
-.01
(48)
(47)
(43)
(45)

Compos
.12
(51)

Efficiency

.32*
(48)

.06
(48)

.31*
(47)

.18
(43)

.13
(45)

.22
(51)

Decision
Making

.24
(47)

.05
(48)

.25
(46)

.14
(43)

.15
(44)

.22
(50)

Initiative

.24
(51)

.17
(48)

.37*
(47)

.11
(43)

.19
(45)

.28*
(51)

Planning/
Organization

.35*
(48)

.04
(48)

.29*
(47)

.01
(43)

.11
(45)

.18
(51)

Job
Knowledge

.37**
(48)

.14
(48)

.21
(47)

.13
(43)

.19
(45)

.26
(51)

Adapting to/
Implementing
Change

.21
(48)

.14
(48)

.25
(47)

.17
(43)

.24
(45)

.27
(51)

Emotional
Control/
Energy Level
Delegation

-.02
(48)

.13
(48)

.06
(47)

-.03
(43)

.02
(45)

.07
(51)

.25
(29)

.18
(31)

.15
(29)

.08
(29)

.13
(29)

.15
(31)

Confrontation

.15
(43)

-.12
(43)

.24
(42)

.09
(38)

.10
(40)

.10
(46)

Leadership

.28
(36)

.22
(38)

.15
(35)

.22
(32)

.21
(34)

.18
(39)

* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).
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Table 12 (con't)
Correlation Coefficients between Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items and
the Year-End Performance Dimensions
Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items
Problem Communication Quality
Product
Solving
/Interpersonal
Knowledge
.06
.06
-.01
-.01
(47)
(48)
(43)
(45)

Composite

Dependent
Measure
Communication

Initiative

Personal Image

.16
(48)

.20
(48)

.05
(47)

.24
(43)

.14
(45)

.20
(51)

Interpersonal
Skills

.13
(48)

.16
(48)

-.01
(47)

.00
(43)

.02
(45)

.12
(51)

.24
Year-End
.13
.20
(48)
(47)
(48)
Composite
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.11
(43)

.14
(45)

.21
(51)

.21
(48)

The data in Table 13 indicate the patterned behavioral description interview items
were significantly correlated with some of the BARS dimensions (note especially
communication and interpersonal skills). The PBDI items addressing initiative and
communication and interpersonal skills were the only two items to be significantly
correlated with more than one BARS dimension.

.10
(51)
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Table 12
Correlation Coefficients between Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items and
theYear-EndPerformanceDimensions

Initiative
Dependent Measure

Patterned Behavioral Description Interview Items
Problem Communication/ Quality
Product
Solving
Interpersonal
Knowledge
Skills

Composite

BARS Ratings
Initiative/Follow
Through

.15
(92)

.13
(90)

.14
(86)

.08
(83)

.11
(89)

.14
(99)

Problem Solving

.27*
(92)

.18
(90)

.25*
(86)

.21
(83)

.20
(89)

.22*
(99)

Communication/
Interpersonal Skills

.24*
(92)

.23*
(90)

29**
(86)

.24*
(83)

.24*
(89)

29**

Quality Assurance

.15
(92)

.10
(90)

.10
(86)

.00
(83)

.05
(89)

.12
(99)

Product Knowledge

.18
(.92)

.18
(90)

.17
(86)

-.01
(83)

.20
(89)

.21*
(99)

.23*
.19
.22*
(92)
(90)
(86)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.12
(83)

.18
(89)

.22*
(99)

BARS Composite

As shown below in Table 14, only the items on the situational interview addressing
initiative, problem solving, and quality were significantly correlated with any of the yearend performance appraisal dimensions (i.e., planning and organization, adapting to change,
emotional control, delegation, leadership, personal image, and interpersonal skills).

(99)
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Table 14
Correlation Coefficients between Situational Interview Items and Year-End Performance
Ratings
Situational Interview Items
Criteria
Quality of Work

.06
(49)

Problem
Solving
.11
(52)

.16
(47)

Product
Knowledge
.15
(47)

Efficiency

.02
(49)

.14
(52)

.16
(52)

.20
(47)

.13
(47)

.21
(54)

Decision Making

.05
(49)

.10
(52)

.06
(51)

.24
(47)

.04
(47)

.13
(53)

Initiative

.01
(49)

.23
(52)

.21
(52)

.26
(47)

.05
(47)

.26
(54)

Planning/
Organization

.14
(49)

.23
(52)

.12
(52)

.32*
(47)

.11
(47)

.29*
(54)

Job Knowledge

.09
(49)

.23
(52)

.14
(52)

.21
(47)

.07
(47)

.27
(54)

Adapting to/
Implementing
Change

.21
(49)

37**

(52)

.26
(52)

.30*
(47)

.09
(47)

.40**
(54)

Emotional Control
and Energy Level

.04
(49)

.33*
(52)

.11
(52)

.28
(47)

.03
(47)

.28*
(54)

Delegation

.40*
(32)

.32
(33)

.23
(34)

.34
(32)

.27
(31)

.37*
(34)

Confrontation

.16
(44)

.11
(47)

.03
(47)

.20
(42)

.08
(42)

.22
(49)

Initiative

Communication/
Interpersonal
.15
(52)

* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

Quality

Composi
.23
(54)
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Table 14 (con't)
Correlation Coefficients between Situational Interview Items and Year-End Performance
Ratings
Situational Interview Items

Criteria
Initiative

Problem
Solving

Communication/
Interpersonal

Leadership

.23
(38)

.41**
(41)

.14
(41)

.40*
(37)

.12
(36)

.34*
(42)

Communication

.03
(49)

.08
(52)

.00
(52)

.20
(47)

.16
(47)

.16
(54)

Personal
Grooming/Image

.19
(49)

.35*
(52)

.20
(52)

.37*
(47)

.17
(47)

.36**
(54)

Interpersonal Skills

.06
(49)

.31*
(52)

.14
(52)

.30*
(47)

.17
(47)

.32*
(54)

Year End
.14
.32*
.17
Composite
(49)
(52)
(52)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.35*
(47)

.15
(47)

.36**
(54)

Quality

Product
Knowledge

Composite
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Only the situational interview items measuring communication and interpersonal
skills were significantly correlated with any of the BARS dimensions.
Table 15
Correlation Coefficients between Situational Interview Items and BARS Dimensions
Criterion

Situational Interview Items
Initiative

Problem
Solving

Communication/
Interpersonal

Quality

Product
Knowledge

Composite

Initiative/ Follow
Through

-.07
(92)

.06
(99)

.26
(98)

.12
(91)

.09
(88)

.19
(103)

Problem Solving

.15
(92)

.19
(99)

27**
(98)

.18
(91)

.21

33**

(88)

(103)

Communication/
Interpersonal
Skills

.07
(92)

.11
(99)

.26**
(98)

.19
(91)

.21
(88)

.28**
(103)

Quality
Assurance

-.03
(92)

.11
(99)

.13
(98)

.08
(91)

.06
(88)

.19
(103)

Product
Knowledge

.05
(92)

.10
(99)

.23*
(98)

.13
(91)

.14
(88)

.25*
(103)

.04
.13
.23*
(92)
(99)
(98)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the p < .01 (2-tailed).

.16
(91)

.17
(88)

28**

BARS Ratings

BAR Composite

Supplementary Analyses
Although no specific hypotheses were proposed, analyses were conducted on the
responses of different gender subgroups. The sample was homogeneous with regard to
race and education.

(103)
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Table 16 contains the results of analyses performed on males (n=48). The
situational interview was a good predictor of year-end performance and "Customer
Service" performance as measured on the BARS. There were no significant correlations
between the patterned behavioral description interview scores and other criterion measure
for men.
Table 16
Correlation Coefficients between PBDI and SI on Composite Criteria for Males
Criteria

PBDI Composite

SI Composite

Year End Composite

-.02
(22)

.43*
(23)

BARS Composite

.09
(47)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).

.29*
(48)

Table 17 contains the results of the analyses for females (n=56). Both the patterned
behavioral description interview and situational interview were good predictors of
"Customer Service" as measured on the BARS but not significant predictors of overall job
performance.
Table 17
Correlation Coefficients between PBDI and SI on Composite Criteria for Females
Criteria

PBDI Composite

SI Composite

Year End Composite

.30
(29)

.26
(31)

BARS Composite

.35*
(52)
* Correlation is significant at the p < .05 (2-tailed).

.

'.27*
(55)

Discussion
The results of this study did support the researcher's hypothesis that the situational
interview would be a better predictor of future job performance than the patterned
behavioral description interview. The SI accounted for significant incremental validity
beyond the PBDI for the year-end performance data but not for "Customer Service"
performance as measured on the BARS. These findings are consistent with the findings of
McDaniel et al. (1994) but contradictory to Pulakos and Schmitt (1995) and Taylor and
Small (2000). Further, both interview formats had high inter-item reliability coefficients
therefore reflecting that the interviews were measuring the same construct (i.e., customer
service). Finally, both interview formats had good inter-rater reliability coefficients,
indicating that raters agreed with each other on the assessment of a potential employee's
job capabilities.
A subgroup analyses revealed a gender difference between the two interview
formats. There was a significant correlation between female's PBDI scores and their
current "Customer Service." Further, a significant correlation was found between the
female's situational interview score and both the current "Customer Service" and year-end
performance. For men, there was a significant correlation between their situational
interview scores and both their current "Customer Service" and year-end performance. On
the other hand, there was a nonsignificant correlation between men's PBDI score and both
current "Customer Service" and year-end performance.
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Theoretical Interpretation
The results of this study provide support for the use of the situational interview
over the patterned behavioral description interview in a selection process. Although both
interview formats produced significant correlations, the PBDI demonstrated a
nonsignificant validity coefficient for males. As shown in Tables 16 and 17, the patterned
behavioral description interview does not predict customer service or year-end
performance for men but did predict women's current "Customer Service" performance.
The situational interview predicts "Customer Service" performance for both men and
women and year-end job performance for women only. If one were going to use the
PBDI, one would be using a non-valid predictor for males in the selection process. Since
the PBDI demonstrates differential validity on gender, the use of the situational interview
over the patterned behavioral description interview would be advisable.
Overall, the situational and patterned behavioral description interviews are good
indicators of the current customer service performance when assessing communication and
interpersonal skills, product knowledge and problem solving, but not quality or initiative.
One can only speculate as to why quality and initiative were not predictors of current
customer service performance. One possible reason for these findings is that the definitions
for quality and initiative were vague and difficult to apprehend. Since interviewees may
have had a more difficult time understanding the vague concepts of quality and initiative,
they may have attached a more subjective interpretation to these dimensions. Thus the
participants responded to their own preconceived notions of what quality and initiative
were rather than the dimension definitions provided for them by the researcher.
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Limitations of the Study
The first limitation of this study was exposed when conducting analyses on which
questions were skipped by each of the gender subgroups. A greater number of patterned
behavioral description interview items were skipped than were on the situational interview
(100 to 72). Further, the largest proportion of those items skipped fell in the quality and
product knowledge dimensions. These analyses suggest that the situational interview may
be easier for respondents to complete than the PBDI. Apparently, participants had greater
difficulty recounting specific details of past events than they did suggesting ways of
addressing a hypothesized customer service situation. Since there were fewer respondents
and ultimately less variability on the PBDI, the greater number of skipped PBDI items
could have contributed to PBDI's limited validity. Therefore, the greater number of
skipped PBDI items could also be considered a possible contaminate and limitation of the
study.
Another limitation of this study was the number of participants who responded and
completed the interview questionnaire. Of the 160 potential participants in the
organization, only 104 people, or 65%, participated in the study. Although this
percentage is good for a paper and pencil survey, a larger sample size might have found
more significant results with a greater number of respondents.
A third possible limitation of this study was the administration format of the
interviews. The participants did not participate in an interview but instead completed a
paper and pencil interview guide as if they were interviewing for a job. However, as stated
by Flanagan (1954), the interview questionnaire when administered properly can yield
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similar results to the traditional interview method. Therefore, from a practical advantage
point, the questionnaire format served as legitimate way to operationalize the interview.
A fourth potential limitation is that the study consisted of a homogeneous sample.
The sample was conducted in a single store location in a single region. The sample was
comprised of white, middle class, and similarly educated participants. It is not clear
whether or not these results would generalize to other populations.
A fifth limitation of the study is the potential concern for common-method bias.
Since the BARS were used as the standard for scoring the SI interview and as the
measurement tool used to collect current "Customer Service" performance data, it could
contribute to common-method bias. Therefore, the correlation coefficient between the
BARS and the SI could be inflated based solely on the common scoring method.
However, the SI also demonstrated the same patterned of results for the year-end
performance data. Therefore, these findings suggest that the common-method bias is not
inflating the true predictor-criterion relationship.
Future Research
This study supports existing research findings that the PBDI and SI are good
predictors of current customer service in a retail store. One major advantage of this study
was that the participants consisted ofjob incumbents that were actually performing the job
in a real world environment. Therefore, the findings of the study are based on a population
of working men and women, as opposed to college students playing the role of job
incumbent or supervisor, as a common research practice. In addition, the SI and PBDI
interview formats were compared within the same study with the same participants. To
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this author's knowledge this comparison has been done in only one other study (Pulakos
& Schmitt, 1995).
Based upon the results, the PBDI demonstrated differential validity on gender.
Future researchers may want to ascertain why this result occurred. Perhaps the sole reason
for this finding may be explained in the analyses conducted on the number of questions
skipped by each of the gender groups. In this study, a larger number of females skipped
more interview items than did males across both interview formats. The skipped items may
explain why the PBDI produced differential validity based on gender.
Future researchers may also want to examine the reasons why the patterned
behavioral description interview questions were skipped more frequently than the
situational interview questions. As stated earlier, one might hypothesize that the amount of
energy needed to remember and recall a past occurrence was greater than the effort it took
to consider how one would react in a hypothetical situation.
Finally, research efforts should also be directed toward heterogeneous populations.
Race, socioeconomic background, and other types of business environments would be
opportune demographic variables for exploring the generalizability of these findings.
Conclusion
In conclusion, both the patterned behavioral description interview and situation
interview were found to be predictors of current "Customer Service" job performance.
Both interview formats had similar high inter-item and inter-rater reliabilities. However,
the SI accounted for significant incremental validity beyond the PBDI for the year-end
performance data but not for "Customer Service" performance as measured on the BARS.
Using the situational interview or patterned behavioral description interview could be an

aid in selecting employees who will demonstrate good customer service behaviors on the
job. Though the patterned behavioral description interview questions may add some value
in predicting current customer service performance, the results of this study suggest that
the use of the PBDI would be inappropriate for males applying for customer service
positions. Therefore, it is my recommendation to the retail establishment to only use the
situational interview. The situational interview could be used to assess an interviewee's
planning and organization, problem solving, communication, ability to adapt to change,
emotional control and energy level, delegation, leadership, personal image, product
knowledge, and most importantly interpersonal skills. Finally, it is my recommendation the
company continue to collect data and conduct a predictive validity study to determine if
the results are replicated.
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Appendix A

Management Performance Appraisal
Employee Name

Title/Department

Supervisor

Date Review Scheduled

PURPOSE:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

The primary purpose of the Performance Appraisal is to:

Evaluate each individual on how they perform according to the
goals of our mission statement.
Provide employees with a detailed review of their performance as
they strive to meet the goals of the mission statement.
Encourage and maintain a high level of employee performance while
fulfilling the goals of our mission statement.
Advise the employees of their accountability for performance ir.
meeting the expectations of our mission statement..
Establish goals for future performance based on our mission
statement.
Promote joint developmental planning between employee and
supervisor using a team approach to meet the goals of our mission
statement.
RATING SCALE DEFINITIONS:
EXCELLENT

< — 1 - 2 — 3 — 4--5 — 6 — 7 — 8 — >

Performance meets and consistently
exceeds all requirements related to the
job and the mission statement.

7-6 - OUTSTANDING

Performance meets and sometimes exceeds
all requirements related to the job and tne
mission statement.

5-4 - SOLID PERFORMER

Performance meets all requirements related to
the job and the mission statement. A joint
Performance Improvement Plan is optional.

3-2 - NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

Performance meets many but not all
requirements related to the job and the
mission statement. A joint Performance
Improvement Plan is optional.

1 - UNACCEPTABLE

NOTE:

Performance does not meet minimum
requirements related to the job and the
mission statement. A joint Performance
Improvement Plan is required.

Any rating above or below 5-4 (Solid Performer) must be
justified in the Remarks Section.

Propriety Information of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc.

This review is an assessment of your performance in meeting the
requirements of our mission statement over the past twelve
months. The exception to this may be when a transfer to another
department has taken place during the year. You are being
evaluated based on our mission statement in the areas of: 1) Key
Results based on your total department's performance: Customer
Service, Personnel, Merchandising/Operations; and 2) Personal
Development based on your management capabilities.
Within each category you will be rated on specific performance
factors as they relate to the mission statement. The rating
scale for each of the factors is listed on page 1.
If you disagree with any rating, you must justify your opinion to
your appraiser in your one-on-one review meeting. If there is
agreement, the rating may be changed.
GUIDELINES
• PERFORMANCE REVIEWS ARE COMPLETED FOR A 12-MONTH PERIOD.
• REVIEW PROCESS IS CONFIDENTIAL.
• APPRAISAL SHOULD TAKE PLACE IN AN UNINTERRUPTED ENVIRONMENT.
• DO NOT LET RECENT EVENTS OUTSIDE OF THE 12-MONTH PERIOD
AFFECT YOUR JUDGEMENT IN COMPLETING THE REVIEW.
• REMARKS ARE MANDATORY FOR ABOVE OR BELOW A "SOLID PERFORMERRATING.
• A "NEEDS IMPROVEMENT" IS NOT NECESSARILY AN UNSATISFACTORY
RATING.
• A RATING OF "UNACCEPTABLE" REQUIRES A PERFORMANCE
IMPROVEMENT PLAN.
•

IT IS THE EMPLOYEE'S RESPONSIBILITY TO FOLLOW THROUGH ON THE
RECOMMENDED PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT PLAN.

• HAND DELIVER THE PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL TO THE EMPLOYEE 48
HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING FOR THEIR REVIEW.
• EMPLOYEE: IF YOU DISAGREE WITH ANY RATING, YOU MUST JUSTIFY
YOUR OPINION TO YOUR SUPERVISOR IN YOUR ONE-ON-ONE REVIEW
MEETING. IF THERE IS AGREEMENT, THE RATING MAY BE CHANGED.
• THE FINAL SIGNED COPY OF THE COMPLETED REVIEW MAY BE ISSUED
TO THE EMPLOYEE UPON REQUEST.

- 2 -

8

CUSTOMER SERVICE
Do you arrange adequate floor coverage to provide efficient,
outstanding customer service at all times? Do you plan ahead for
peak sale times, promotions, holidays and planned absences?

Are customers qreeted promptly and with a friendly smile?
Are telephones answered promptly, courteously and with the
appropriate phrase?

Are customers qiven accurate, adequate product

information?

Is adeauate follow UD qiven to customer's questions and concerns?
Are all customers treated with the same diqnity and respect?
Is everyone in your area well informed about sales, promotions, new
products, clinics, advertisements, policies and procedures?

Is your department filled, faced, clean, neat, signed, organized at
all times?

Are you personally available during peak sale times; Saturday,
Friday, Monday?

Remarks:

Performance Improvement Plan:

- 2 -

7-6

5-4

3-2

1

8

PERSONNEL
Do you encourage the positive contribution of each individual in
your group towards the fulfillment of our mission statement?

Do you lead by example in the Snyder family spirit of team work
and attitude following procedures/policies and manager's
instructions?

Do you provide complete, accurate work schedules by the 25th of
each month remembering to follow all overtime and vacation rules?

Do you communicate positively with all the people in your group on
a regular basis? Are your people well informed of all sales,
promotions, meetings, special projects, new procedures, etc?

Do you plan ahead and assign daily "to do" lists for everyone in
your department including priority work assignments with clear,
specific instructions?

Is everyone in your department properly trained in new and
existing product knowledge, telephone use, policies, procedures,
add-on-sales, CRT use, 6th digit?

Do you plan and execute cross-training, video training, vendor
demonstrations?

Do you make the best use of the strengths and weaknesses of your
group? Do you delegate assignments based on individual ability?

Do you perform annual performance reviews on time?
fair, honest appraisals without bias or prejudice?

Do you give

Remarks:

Performance Improvement Plan:

- 2 -

7-6

5-4

3-2

1

MERCHANDISING/OPERATIONS
Are you contributing to Snyder's growth as a community oriented
merchant?
Do you stay abreast of new merchandising techniques and ideas?
Do you shop competing merchants in and around your community?
Do you read trade journals and competitors's sale flyers whenever
possible?

Is your department filled, faced, clean, neat, at all times
including warehouse storage area, work stations, hidden corners?
Is merchandise staged for early morning stocking?
Are all clinic, sale and promotional items stocked and signed on
time?

Do you communicate well with the store manager and buyers regarding
inventory levels, new products, slow moving items?

Do you follow all merchandising guidelines and techniques with
gondolas, decks, display units, end caps, hooks, etc.

Do you proofread ads as soon as you receive them?
people study and know the sale brochures?

Do you and your

Do you organize the flow of merchandise from the warehouse to the
sales floor to the customer?

Do you use proper procedures relating to special orders, store use
items, purchasing materials for displays/vignettes?

Remarks:

Performance Improvement Plan:

- 2 -

8

7-6

5-4

3-2

1

8

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT
QUALITY OF WORK
Are you accurate, thorough and efficient in the performance of your job?
Are your assignments completed on time?
Do you strive to improve the quality of work and growth in your
department?
Do you promote cooperation and family spirit between departments?
Do you consistently provide outstanding customer service?

EFFICIENCY
Do you continually try to find more efficient ways to provide
outstanding customer service?
Do you minimize or eliminate unnecessary procedures/costs?
Do you meet budget objectives (if applicable)?

DECISION MAKING
Are your decisions in line with company policies; ie. company handbook,
safety, supervisors expectations?
Are your decisions timely and accurate?

INITIATIVE/CREATIVITY
Do you identify opportunities to improve the growth of the operation?
Do you maintain effective, efficient performance in varying
envi ronments?
Do you willingly volunteer for special projects?
Do you take appropriate action without having to be asked?
Do you offer solutions/options when problems arise?

PLANNING & ORGANIZATION
Do you prioritize and plan your work effectively?
Do you anticipate problems and solve them in advance?
Do you keep the goals and growth of the department and the company in
mind?

JOB & COMPANY KNOWLEDGE
Do you understand the requirements and expectations of your position?
Do you keep up with trends in your field as well as in your specific
job?

ADAPTING TO

IMPLEMENTING CHANGE

Do you willingly accept new challenges, directives and responsibilities?
Do you effectively implement new ideas and changes?

EMOTIONAL CONTROL/ENERGY LEVEL
Do you effectively handle crisis situations?
Do you approach assignments and responsibilities enthusiastically?
Do you accept negative or positive feedback in a professional, not
personal manner?
Do you display an attitude conducive to a positive work environment?
Do you understand how a positive attitude benefits the entire
organization?
Do you understand how a positive attitude can affect your promotability?

- 2 -

7-6

5-4

3-2

1

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT, CONT'D
DELEGATION
Do you give clear instructions when delegating?
Do you delegate authority with the task?
Do you review progress and provide timely feedback to/from superiors,
peers and/or subordinates?

CONFRONTATION
Do
Do
Do
Do

you
you
you
you

resolve conflict directly, quickly, completely and privately?
discuss unpleasant issues with courtesy and tact?
objectively take and give criticism?
follow up to ensure conflict is resolved?

LEADERSHIP
Do you exhibit a "take charge" attitude?
Do you initiate actions toward accomplishing company goals and
fulfillment of the mission statement?
Do you coach and develop others?
Do you promote and enforce company policies and values?
Do you provide resources and support for your group?
Do you avoid procrastination?

COMMUNICATION
Do you express ideas and feelings in a manner that can be easily
understood by others?
Do you project an attitude of approachability that permits open
exchange?
Do you communicate pertinent information with supervisor, peers and
subordinates in a timely and effective manner?
Do you demonstrate an ability for effective oral expression?
Do you organize material for clear written communication?

PERSONAL GROOMING/IMAGE
Do you keep your uniform clean, neat, pressed and visible?
Do you keep your hair neat, clean and trimmed?
Do you use proper grammar and word use when speaking?
Do you portray confidence and a positive outlook when presenting
yourself to customers or coworkers?
Do you smile readily and often?

INTERPERSONAL SKILLS
Based on the principles of 1) Maintain or enhance self-esteem of others;
(2) Listen and respond with empathy; (3) Ask for help in solving the
problem, how do you interact with the following people:
Supervisor
Peer
Subordinate
Customers

- 2 -

8

7-6

5-4

3-2

1

Remarks:

Performance Improvement Plan:

Employee Comments:

Supervisor Signature:

Date:

Employee Signature: *

Date:

*
Your signature indicates that you have seen and participated in this evaluation.
approval of the evaluation.

— 8 —

It does not necessarily indicate

63

Appendix B

r ^ ESTATE OF

GEO. S. SNYDER,NC

SINCE 1884
4

1 700 Cowpath Road • Snyder Square • Hatfield, PA 19440-31 68
(215)855-2131 FAX(215 )855-8485 E-MAIL: snyders@snyders.com

February 4, 1998
Western Kentucky University
1 Big Red Way
Bowling Green, KY 42101
Reference:

Jim Little
Masters Degree Thesis

For over 114 years, Snyder's has remained a family business. We are one of the largest
independent home improvement centers in the U.S. with 60,000 sq. ft. of sales space and three
outdoor drive-up warehouses. Jim served as our Director of Training, prior to attending Western
Kentucky University. Jim developed and delivered an excellent training program for our 200
plus employees.
Jim requested and we have agreed to his selection interviewing project and timeline. Specifically,
he will have access to the performance records of our employees and be afforded the opportunity
to conduct the necessary surveys, individual meetings and workshops.
We are looking forward to Jim's final report. Our goal will be to use key parts of the report to
move our selection interviewing process to a higher professional level. The most interesting
aspect will be to have the tools to assist in predicting performances.

Estate of GEO. S. SNYDER, Inc.

Home Decor, Outdoor Living and Home Improvement Products
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Appendix C

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT
Project Title: A Comparison of the Situational and Behavioral Description Interview in Predicting
Job Performance
Investigator: James P. Little, (703)748-2780 ext. 3014
You are being asked to participate in a project conducted by James P. Little as Masters Degree
candidate at Western Kentucky University and the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. The University
requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in this project.
The investigator will explain to you in detail the purpose of the project, the procedures to be used,
and the potential benefits and possible risks of participation. You may ask him/her any questions
you have to help you understand the project. A basic explanation of the project is written below.
Please read this explanation and discuss with the researcher any questions you may have.
If you then decide to participate in the project, please sign on the last page of this form in the
presence of the person who explained the project to you. You should be given a copy of this
form to keep.
Nature and Purpose of the Pro ject
The purpose of this research is to develop employment interview questions which can be
used to enhance the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. current selection system. By participating in
this workshop, you will be helping us better target our current selection system to the intended
audience.
Explanation of Procedures
We will ask you to describe incidents that you have observed concerning effective and
ineffective performance on the job. This workshop will take four hours.
Discomfort and Risks
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts for participating in this workshop.
Benefits
Though you will not receive any personal benefits, your responses will be used to generate
a new selection instrument for hiring future Snyder employees. In addition, your participation
today will be helping a graduate student complete his master's thesis and contribute to the
development of a better selection at the Estate of Geo. S. Snyder's, Inc.

Confidentiality
Since you are not putting your name on any of the materials generated in the workshop
today, you will be in no way tied back to the critical incident reports you created. Your
participation in this research is anonymous and your confidentiality will be respected. Your
participation is completely voluntary. You may stop at any time. You do not have to answer any
question you do not want to. Your critical incident reports will be reviewed only by authorized
people who are involved in this study.
Refusal/Withdrawal
At any time in the workshop should you want to withdrawal please feel free to do so.
Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be entitled
to from the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to withdraw from
the study at any time with no penalty.
I understand also that it is not possible to identify all potential risks in an experimental procedure,
and I believe that reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the known and
potential but unknown risks.

Signature of Participant

Date

Witness

Date

THE DATED APPROVAL ON THIS CONSENT FORM INDICATES THAT THIS PROJECT
HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE WESTERN KENTUCKY
UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW BOARD

Critical Incident Workshop #1
Employee Selection Project
Estate of Geo. S. Snyder, Inc.
Participant Materials

Critical Incident Workshop #1

Critical Incident Workshops

Goal:
To generate rich descriptions of the contexts in which sales people perform their jobs.
To create descriptions of highly effective, effective and ineffective performance on the job.

Critical Incident Workshop # 1

Format of Critical Incidents

What is the context?
This section is a description of the circumstances leading up to the event. It is in this
section where the context is described; including information about the type of industry,
type of job, specific tasks being performed, environmental conditions, and relationships
among other workers in the situation.

What did the salesperson do?
In this section, an explanation is provided of what the individual did to suggest that he/she
was demonstrating highly effective, effective or ineffective performance. Enough detail
should be included that another salesperson reading the event will understand how
effective/ineffective the performance was.

What was the outcome?
This is a description of what happened as a result of the actions. It should be stated in such
a way that others will be able to agree on the effectiveness level.

Critical Incident Workshop #1

Possible Contextual Issues
For any given incident, some of the following factors will probably be relevant. Do not
include details that are not important for understanding what happened. This is intended
to help you think of possible issues, but all of them would not be relevant to a particular
incident. There may be other information about the situation that should be included that
is not on this list.
The
•
•
•
•
•
•

Job
type of industry
type of facility
purpose of current project
specific task being performed
presence of public around the job
volume of customers in sales department

2. Characteristics of the Salesperson
•
•
•
•

years of experience
personal circumstances related to the job
ability to work with different types of people (people skills)
special skills, abilities, or limitations

3. Environment
•
•
•
•

indoors/outdoors
weather conditions
temperature
noise

4. Characteristics of the Department
•
•
•
•

presence of other salespeople
presence of salespeople from other surrounding departments
make-up of team in terms of diversity of backgrounds
strength of relationship among Snyder team members

Critical Incident Workshop #1

Tips for Writing Critical Incidents
1. Describe only what the salesperson did, not what you judged from the action.
(Emphasis is on observation, not interpretation of how you or another acted.)
2. Write events in the third person (he or she) and do not use personally identifying
information. Use terms such as "the salesperson," "supervisor," etc. Even if you relate
events that are things you did, please write them in third person.
3. Keep it concise. It is important that you carefully decide what information is relevant
to the event.
4. Provide actual events. Write about events you have done or observed because your
recollection of these events will be most vivid.

Critical Incident Workshop # I

Critical Incident Form
1. What was the situation leading up to the event? [Describe the context.]

2. What did the salesperson do?

3. What was the outcome or result of the salesperson's action?

Critical Incident Workshop # 1

Critical Incident Form—continued
4. Circle the number below that reflects the level of performance that this event
exemplifies.
1
Not
Effective

2

3

4
Moderately
Effective

5

6

7
Highly
Effective

5. Reflect on this event by answering one of the following questions.
If you rated this event as equal to or greater than 4, what alternative actions might have
been equally indicative of highly effective performance?

If you rated this event as less than 4, what might the salesperson have done to exhibit
effective or highly effective performance?

Critical Incident Workshop #1
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Appendix D

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT
Project Title: A Comparison of the Situational and Behavioral Description Interview in Predicting
Job Performance
Investigator: James P. Little, (703)748-2780 ext. 3014
You are being asked to participate in a project conducted by James P. Little as Masters Degree
candidate at Western Kentucky University and the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. The University
requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in this project.
The investigator will explain to you in detail the purpose of the project, the procedures to be used,
and the potential benefits and possible risks of participation. You may ask him/her any questions
you have to help you understand the project. A basic explanation of the project is written below.
Please read this explanation and discuss with the researcher any questions you may have.
If you then decide to participate in the project, please sign on the last page of this form in the
presence of the person who explained the project to you. You should be given a copy of this
form to keep.
Nature and Purpose of the Project
The purpose of this research is to develop employment interview questions which can be
used to enhance the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. current selection system. By participating in
this study, you will be helping us to develop selection criteria that can be used to construct a new
selection system.
Explanation of Procedures
We will ask you to sort critical incident stories into different sub-dimensions of "Customer
Service" and evaluate them concerning effective and ineffective performance on the job. This
workshop will take three hours.
Discomfort and Risks
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts for participating in this workshop.
Benefits
Though you will not receive any personal benefits, your responses will be used to generate
a new selection instrument for hiring future Snyder employees. In addition, your participation

Consent form for individual

sessions

6/10/94

today will be helping a graduate student complete his master's thesis and contribute to the
development of a better selection at the Estate of Geo. S. Snyder's, Inc.
Confidentiality
Since you are not putting your name on any of the materials generated in the workshop
today, you will be in no way tied back to the critical incident reports you created. Your
participation in this research is anonymous and your confidentiality will be respected. Your
participation is completely voluntary. You may stop at any time. You do not have to answer any
question you do not want to. Your ratings will be reviewed only by authorized people who are
involved in this study.
Refusal/Withdrawal
At any time in the workshop should you want to withdrawal from the workshop please
feel free to do so. Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you
may be entitled to from the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to
withdraw from the study at any time with no penalty.
I understand also that it is not possible to identify all potential risks in an experimental procedure,
and I believe that reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the known and
potential but unknown risks.

Signature of Participant

Date

Witness

Date

THE DATED APPROVAL ON THIS CONSENT FORM INDICATES THAT THIS PROJECT
HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE WESTERN KENTUCKY
UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW BOARD

Consent form for individual

sessions

6/10/94

Critical Incident Workshop #2
Employee Selection Project
Estate of Geo. S. Snyder, Inc.
Participant Workbook

Critical Incident Workshop #2

Critical Incident Workshops

Goal:
To sort descriptions of the contexts in which sales people perform their jobs into subdimensions of "Customer Service".
To evaluate salesperson's customer service behavior in terms of being highly effective,
effective and ineffective examples of job performance.

Critical Incident Workshop #2

Rating Performance on the Job
Salesperson
During July, we conducted a workshop where we asked Snyder employees to describe
situations in which they had observed good and bad performance on the part of customer
service representatives. We would now like you to help us further evaluate these
incidents, so that we can develop criteria for rating the job performance of salespeople.
Completing this task will probably take you 1 to 2 hours. I would like to take this
opportunity to thank you for your participation.
Please complete the following steps:
1. Read the instructions for making the two ratings on the incidents. We have included a
loose copy of the sub-dimensions of "Customer Service" so that you can look at them
while you are doing the ratings without flipping pages.
3. Make the two ratings for each of the incidents in the packet.
4. When you are finished, please return your materials to the experimenter.

If you have any questions, please see the experimenter or feel free to call me.
Thank You!
James Little
Project Director
(703) 748-2780 ext. 3014

Critical Incident Workshop #2

Background Information
Please complete the questions on this page concerning your background characteristics.
Position at Snyders.
Number of Years at Snyders:

years

Educational Background — please indicate highest level completed
Some high school
High school diploma
G.E.D.
Some college
College graduate
Graduate work

Age

Gender

•
•
•
•
•
•

years

Male

Female

Ethnicity
Asian American or Pacific Islander
Native American/American Indian
Black/African American
Hispanic
White/Caucasian

Critical Incident Workshop #2

•
•
•
•
•

Instructions
On each notecard I have given you today there will be incidents written by Snyder
employees about the job performance they have observed among Snyder customer service
representatives. These incidents describe an event that happened on the job by telling
what a particular employee did and what happened after those actions. We would like
you to read these incidents and rate in two ways.
Type of Event
We have listed several different sub-dimensions of "Customer Service" on the next page
that could be the focus of the incident. When you read each of the incidents we would
like you to decide which of these sub-dimensions the incident best illustrates. There could
be a couple of different sub-dimensions that the incident seems to fit. We want you to
choose the one that seems to fit the best. Place the letter of that category in the first blank
beside the incident. If you cannot find a sub-dimension that you think is appropriate,
please enter an "X." Please use this sub-dimension as seldom as possible.
When choosing a sub-dimension, remember that job performance can be effective or
ineffective for each sub-dimension. For example, a incident about safety could either be
when safety procedures are followed and nothing goes wrong, or when proper operating
procedures are not used and there is an accident. Both types of incidents could be put in
the safety category. This is true for all sub-dimensions.
Effectiveness of Performance
The other rating we would like you to make is the effectiveness of the salesperson's
behavior in the incident. We want you to place that person's performance on a scale from
1 to 7, where a 1 indicates very ineffective performance and 7 indicates very effective
performance. The midpoint—4—is for average performance that one would expect
everyday.
In the incidents, several different persons may be mentioned since salesperson work is
frequently a team effort. We want you to rate the job performance of the salesperson in
the incident even if a employee is also mentioned. In some cases, the performance of the
employee may be very effective even though the performance of others in the situation
may have led to problems. For some incidents, more then one salesperson may have been
involved. If there is more than one person who the incident could be about, we underlined
the person we want you to focus on.
How effective was the salesperson in providing "Customer Service"?

1
Not effective
at all

2

Critical Incident Workshop #2

3

4
5
Moderately effective

6

7
Very
effective

Sub-Dimensions of Customer Service
Problem Resolution/Creative Problem Solving - the ability to develop, suggest, and
create a variety of possible solutions to a problem

Initiative/Follow Through - delivering what was promised to a customer, going that
extra mile to make sure the customer's needs are addressed, going beyond the customers
expectations to ensure the customer will be satisfied

Communication & Interpersonal Skills - intently and actively listening to customer,
building a relationship, rapport, and trust with the customer, and clearly communicating
with and working with fellow salespeople in meeting the customer's needs

Quality Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency - making sure the customer gets what they want
(i.e., the right product they need and any additional products they might overlook)

Product Knowledge - having a firm grasp of a product's features and benefits and
conveying these product details and other pertinent information to the customer in
a clear and understandable manner

Critical Incident Workshop #2
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Appendix E

INFORMED CONSENT DOCUMENT
Project Title: A Comparison of the Situational and Behavioral Description Interview in Predicting
Job Performance
Investigator: James P. Little, (703)748-2780 ext. 3014
You are being asked to participate in a project conducted by James P. Little, a Masters Degree
candidate at Western Kentucky University, and the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. The University
requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in this project.
The investigator will explain to you in detail the purpose of the project, the procedures to be used,
and the potential benefits and possible risks of participation. You may ask him/her any questions
you have to help you understand the project. A basic explanation of the project is written below.
Please read this explanation and discuss with the researcher any questions you may have.
If you then decide to participate in the project, please sign on the last page of this form in the
presence of the person who explained the project to you. You should be given a copy of this
form to keep.
Nature and Purpose of the Project
The purpose of this research is to develop employment interview questions which can be
used to enhance the Estate of Geo. S. Snyders, Inc. current selection system. By participating in
this study, you will be helping us to develop selection criteria that can be used to construct a new
selection system.
Explanation of Procedures
I will ask you to complete the following questionnaire with your careful responses. This
questionnaire should take less than an hour for you to complete. When you are finished please
return your materials to the reception area. Please put your demographic sheet in the blue box and
your completed questionnaire in the red box.
Your interview responses will be rated by the researcher, Training Director, and Benefits
Coordinator against a performance evaluation scale. At all times throughout the study, your
confidentiality will be respected. Should you have any questions about the questionnaire or the
study, please contact the researcher.

Discomfort and Risks
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts in completing the questionnaire. Your
responses will not be used by the company to jeopardize your job in any way.
Benefits
Though you will not receive any personal benefits, your responses will be used to generate
a new selection instrument for hiring future Snyder employees. In addition, your participation
today will be helping a graduate student complete his master's thesis and contribute to the
development of a better selection at the Estate of Geo. S. Snyder's, Inc.
Confidentiality
Your participation in this research will be kept confidential. Since your name will not be
on the materials being evaluated, your confidentiality and anonymity will be respected. Your
participation is completely voluntary. You do not have to answer the questionnaire or any
question on the questionnaire. You may stop at any time.
Refusal/Withdrawal
At any time should you want to withdraw from completing the questionnaire please feel
free to do so. Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you
may be entitled to from the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to
withdraw from the study at any time with no penalty.
I understand also that it is not possible to identify all potential risks in an experimental
procedure, and I believe that reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the known
and potential but unknown risks.

Signature of Participant

Date

Witness

Date

THE DATED APPROVAL ON THIS CONSENT FORM INDICATES THAT THIS PROJECT
HAS BEEN REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE WESTERN KENTUCKY
UNIVERSITY HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW BOARD

Interview Guide
As the final step of our ongoing employment interview project, I will be asking each of you to
complete the interview guide supplied on the following pages. Before proceeding, please read
the informed consent materials and sign if you are willing to participate. I encourage each and
every one of you to please participant as this is the last and most important step of this process.
You are being asked to read and complete a trial interview derived from customer service stories
collected from and evaluated by your peers. Please complete each interview question to the best
of your ability as if you were applying today for a job at Snyders. Please be complete with your
responses and add any and all details you feel necessary (leave nothing to chance).
Please put your completed materials in the boxes located behind the receptionist. Since your
informed consent form is being separately gathered in the red collection box, your confidentiality
will be respected.
Thank you very much for your participation! If you have any questions, please feel free to call
me at any time.
Thank You!
James Little
Project Director
(703) 748-2780 ext. 3014

This Interview Guide addresses the following dimensions of customer
services:
Problem Resolution/Creative Problem Solving - the ability to develop, suggest, and create a
variety of possible solutions to a problem

Initiative/Follow Through - delivering what was promised to a customer, going that extra mile
to make sure the customer's needs are addressed, going beyond the customers expectations to
ensure the customer will be satisfied

Communication & Interpersonal Skills - intently and actively listening to customer, building a
relationship, rapport, and trust with the customer, and clearly communicating with and working
with fellow salespeople in meeting the customer's needs

Quality Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency - making sure the customer gets what they want (i.e.,
the right product they need and any additional products they might overlook)

Product Knowledge - having a firm grasp of a product's features and benefits and conveying
these product details and other pertinent information to the customer in
a clear and understandable manner

Interview Question #1 - Please tell me about a time when you demonstrated your initiative and followthrough skills in providing customer service at Snyders? Please provide a full account of the event(s).

Interview Question #2 - Please explain in detail an experience on the job in which you were able to
demonstrate your problem solving ability and skills when providing customer service to a Snyder's
customer? Please provide a full account of the event(s).

Interview Question #3 - Please tell me about a time when you demonstrated your communication and
people (interpersonal skills) in providing customer service at Snyders? Please provide a full account of
the event(s).

Interview Question #4 - Please tell me about a time when you demonstrated quality assurance and
accuracy skills in ensuring that they customer gets the product or services they need? Please provide a full
account of the event(s).

Interview Question #5 - Please tell me about a time when you demonstrated your product knowledge
skills when providing customer service to a Snyder's customer? Please provide a full account of the
event(s).

For questions 6 -10, please read the scenario/story entirely before answering to the question.
Following the scenario please give the full actions you would take in detail in helping the customer.
Interview Question #6 - Scenario 1
A customer has come approached you in the store seeking a product he has seen advertised on television.
The customer seems very excited and anxious to make his purchase of this new product. What would you
do to help this customer secure this purchase? Please be specific when describing what actions, questions,
and comments you would make to the customer.

Interview Question #7 - Scenario 2
A customer has approached you seeking assistance. Apparently, the customer had made a purchase a little
over six months ago and would like to make the same purchase again. She has already looked for the
product in the department where she last remembered purchasing it, but she was unable to find. You learn
that Snyders no longer carries that product, but the customer explains desperately she needs more of the
product to complete a her project. What would you do to help in helping this customer? Please be specific
when describing what actions, questions, and comments you would make to the customer.

Interview Question#10- Scenario

5

A customer has just made a purchase from another salesperson in your department which is stored in the
back of the store. The customer, apparently in a hurry and a bit agitated from his experience with the
other salesperson, asks you to get the product for him. After searching for 10 minutes, you are unable to
find it. What actions would you take in assisting the customer further? Please be specific when describing
what actions, questions, and comments you would make to the customer.

Interview Question #9 - Scenario 4
A customer has approached you interested in completing a home improvement project. The customer is
unsure of what product(s) she still needs to purchase. She has traveled a great distance to come to the
store and does not wish to return for any missed purchases. What questions would you ask the customer
and what actions would you take to ensure she gets the right products to complete her home improvement
project? Please be specific.

Interview Question #10 - Scenario 5
A couple has approached you looking to make a gift purchase for a friend. The couple knows their friend
enjoys indoor and outdoor home improvement projects. After listening to the customer and offering some
suggestions of the product lines in your department, the couple has decided one specific product line. The
couple is having difficulty deciding on which of the 3 varieties available to purchase. What actions would
you take in helping the couple make their purchase? Please be specific when describing what actions,
questions, and comments you would make to the customer.

Thank you very much for participating today. Your answers will help determine future employment
interview questions that may be asked of potential Snyder employees. Should you have any further
suggestions or comments please include them below.
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Appendix F

Rating Salesperson Performance on the Job
As one part of the final step of our ongoing employment interview project, I will need to get
from each of you performance ratings of every salesperson in your departments. Please use 1
rating package per salesperson in your department. Please complete each rating form with an
evaluation of the salesperson on the rating scales supplied. Please use your best judgement of the
salesperson's ability when making your rating. You should be rating the behavior you would
expect the salesperson to demonstrate, even if you have not observed them doing so recently.
To better help you understand the sub-dimensions of Customer Service, I have included a
description defining each of them. Please place the completed forms in the enveloped provided,
seal it, and return it to Tom, who will see I get it. I will be the only person seeing this data and
your confidentiality will be respected and strictly upheld. I will not be sharing your responses
with anyone.
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at any time.
Thank You!
James Little
Project Director
(703) 748-2780 ext. 3014

Sub-Dimensions of Customer Service
Problem Resolution/Creative Problem Solving - the ability to develop, suggest, and create a
variety of possible solutions to a problem

Initiative/Follow Through - delivering what was promised to a customer, going that extra mile
to make sure the customer's needs are addressed, going beyond the customers expectations to
ensure the customer will be satisfied

Communication & Interpersonal Skills - intently and actively listening to customer, building a
relationship, rapport, and trust with the customer, and clearly communicating with and working
with fellow salespeople in meeting the customer's needs

Quality Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency - making sure the customer gets what they want (i.e.,
the right product they need and any additional products they might overlook)

Product Knowledge - having a firm grasp of a product's features and benefits and conveying
these product details and other pertinent information to the customer in
a clear and understandable manner

Performance Evaluation Scales
Employee's Name:

Department:

Manager:

Pick the level of effectiveness you would expect this employee to demonstrate with regard to...
Problem Resolution/Creative Problem Solving - the ability to develop, suggest, and create a variety
of possible solutions to a problem
7 #

Very Effective

I Could be expected to exhaust all information
channels and pursue any and all possible
solutions including calling the vendor and
other competitors in search of a product for
customer or in resolving a customer's concern.

Could be expected to ensure that the customer
is able to transport his/her recently purchased !!!*£>
product safely home by assisting the customer
in carefully loading the product into his/her
car and/or offering possible delivery times or
options to the customer.

Could be expected to listen to the customer's
concern, check with his/her department
manager or store manager on the proper
actions to take, and subsequently follow those
actions when working more with the
customer.

Moderately Effective

2
Could be expected to not try to
understand a customer's need or
concern, not seek any assistance in
helping the customer, and
subsequently send the customer to
another store employee for help.

Ki

Not Effective At All

S

1

1

Could be expected to listen to a customer's
concern and then show no sense of
understanding or caring and devalue/belittle
the customer's concern as trivial and offer no
possible solutions or alternatives in possibly
resolving the customer's concern.

Performance Evaluation Scales
Employee's Name:

Department:

Manager:

Pick the level of effectiveness you would expect this employee to demonstrate with regard to...
Initiative/Follow Through - delivering what was promised to a customer, going that extra mile to
make sure the customer's needs are addressed, going beyond the customers expectations to ensure the
customer will be satisfied
7

Could be expected to assist any wandering
store customers, intently listen to the
customer's questions and needs, take the
customer to the product they need in the store,
and suggest and take the customer to other
relevant products the customer might need or
have overlooked in addressing his/her project
or problem.

Very Effective
i

g

Could be expected to work with a community
organization in the large purchase of
departmental product, verify and confirm the
price of the product with the organization, and
arrange for delivery of the product to the
organization therefore establishing fostering a
good relationship for the organization and
Snyders to build upon in the future.

5

4

Could be expected to assist a customer with
their current purchases, helpfinalizethe
customer's sale, answer any subsequent
questions, but offer no further assistance to
the customer in securing any additional
products.

Could be expected to send a
customer to the department he/she
believes a product to be in without
first checking with any other
salesperson and later never follow
up with the customer to ensure they
found the product they had asked
for.

Moderately Effective

i

Could be expected to show a customer where
the product is located in the department and
then leave the customer and offer no further
assistance even when the customer asks for it.

>

1

Not Effective At AH

Performance Evaluation Scales
Employee's Name:

Employee'sName:Department:

Manager:

Pick the level of effectiveness you would expect this employee to demonstrate with regard to...
Communication & Interpersonal Skills - intently and actively listening to customer, building a
relationship, rapport, and trust with the customer, and clearly communicating with and working with
fellow salespeople in meeting the customer's needs
Very Effective

Could be expected to greet the customer
entering the department, ask him/her what
questions they have, allow the customer to
discuss their needs and/or vent their
frustrations, explain the product and its
features, restate the customer's
needs/demands, and ask the customer "What
do you think would be fair?"

g

Could be expected to inform customer where
the product is located in the store, take the
customer to the product in the
store/warehouses or give accurate directions
on where the product can be found in the
store/warehouses, clearly communicate with
other salespeople what the customer is
looking for, and assist the customer in loading
the product into his/her vehicle.
Could be expected to listen to customer's
concern regarding his/her missing product
order, attempt to track down where the
missing product is in the store or with
incoming delivers, call the vendor and/or
delivery company to find out when the
product is being shipped and/or reorder the
product and have it reshipped overnight.

Could be expected to listen to customer's concern, call
his/her manager to ask what to do about customer's
concern, and willingly follow manager's instructions in
resolving customer's concern.

=>
4

Moderately Effective

3

<t—3
—
2

Could be expected to not write down the key,
important information (color, style, and model #)
regarding a customer's special order request for the
buyer

Could be expected to insult the
customer about his/her choice of
chosen product and further degrade
and question the product's features.
Not Effective At All 1

Performance Evaluation Scales
Employee's Name:

Employee'sName:Department:

Manager:

Pick the level of effectiveness you would expect this employee to demonstrate with regard to...
Quality Assurance/Accuracy/Efficiency - making sure the customer gets what they want (i.e., the
right product they need and any additional products they might overlook)
Very Effective

Could be expected to ask the customer a
variety of questions and show the customer
the product lines and samples that are carried
by the store that could be used to complete
his/her task and further give the customer
supporting literature and brochures that would
be informative and useful to him/her in
making his/her final decision of which product
to purchase.
Could be expected to assist a customer who
wants to return a product by checking the
returned product for all its parts and
providing any necessary information and
assistance to the return desk to make sure
the customer's return is taken care of
promptly and the customer is happy.

Could be expected to listen to customer's request and
interest in a product and taking into consideration the
customer's desire for top quality at a decent price
suggest possible product options including the floor
model display.
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4

Moderately Effective

3

*
Could be expected to sell a product
to a customer without first checking
to see if the product is in stock in the
store or warehouses and therefore
show the customer no genuine
interest if the customer gets the
product or not.

Could be expected to assemble, package,
and have a customer's product order
delivered without paying much attention to
the quality or appearance of the product
being delivery and later offer no options or
assistance for the pieces or parts of the
product the customer wants to return.
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Could be expected to show a customer where a
product is located in the department and further say
he/she knew nothing about the product and hoped it
would met the customer's needs and leave the
customer alone in the department.
Not Effective At All 1

Performance Evaluation Scales
Employee's Name:

Department:

Manager:

Pick the level of effectiveness you would expect this employee to demonstrate with regard to...
Product Knowledge - having a firm grasp of a product's features and benefits and conveying these
product details and other pertinent information to the customer in
a clear and understandable manner

Very Effective

Could be expected to know all a product's
details, features, benefits, and procedures for
safe usage and be able and willing to easily
and politely answer any and all of a
customer's questions about a product.

Could be expected to ask the customer
specific details about his/her project and from
that information show the customer the line of
products offered by Snyders and explain in
detail the features, benefits, and differences of
these products which would best address
his/her project needs, and finally suggest and
provide the customer with a "How to do..."
video on completing his/her project.

<5-

5

Could be expected to initially listen to
a customer to determine his/her project
needs and then without asking
additional clarifying questions suggest
a product to the customer and offer no
supporting information or explanations
for why the customer should buy and
use this product over the other varieties
offered except that the salesperson
strongly recommends it.

4

Moderately Effective
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Could be expected to quickly recommend a product
to a customer beforefindingout all the details and
information about the customer's project.

1

2

Could be expected to sell the customer the
first product he/she believes the customer to
be asking for before listening to what the
customer is trying to accomplish and
therefore sell them the wrong product for the
customer's project.

1

Not Effective At All

